We would like to thank the three anonymous reviewers for insightful and challenging suggestions on earlier drafts of the manuscript. Particular thanks must also go to the Guest Editors for this special issue of NVSQ, Professors Steve Rathgeb Smith and Kirsten Gronbjerg, who provided detailed, instructive guidance at each stage of the review process. In this paper, we analyze two landmark reviews of British voluntary action to cast a critical gaze on the recurrent claim that voluntarism is facing a new era of ever more turbulent welfare systems and dramatic changes in state-voluntary relations. Rather than representing a new era, we find the current climate may be more accurately considered a collage of past relations. By this we mean a composition of reality that assembles different aspects of past realities to create a seemingly new era. This suggests that conventional discursive institutional accounts of policy change, which downplay the interrelated dynamics of stability and change, are inadequate for explaining the evolution of state-voluntary relations specifically and policy reform more broadly. Debates about public policy and the role to be played by voluntary action among scholarly and practitioner communities would be better served by greater understanding of the historical experience which has formed today's institutions.
INTRODUCTION
Following the global financial crisis and election outcomes in Western Democracies that represent a shift to the political right, there has been much scholarly attention to associated implications for public policy and the future of welfare states. This includes shifts from a universal model where services are a social right to a 'self-service' model that places increasing responsibility on citizens in many advanced democracies (Eriksson, 2012; Kuisma, 2013) . The UK, the setting for our analysis, has experienced an intensified neoliberal regime, austerity measures through cuts in public funding, withdrawal of the state, market reorganization of public services and a welfare discourse that renews behavioral explanations (i.e. lack of personal and social responsibility) for social problems (Alcock & Kendall, 2011; Grimshaw & Rubery, 2012) .
Despite its significant history, it is thus often claimed that voluntary action faces an increasingly turbulent and dynamically changing climate that holds the potential for dramatic changes in relations between the state, voluntarism and citizens -a 'new era'. This issue is not just a UK one. State-voluntary relations within the context of changing socio-political dynamics is occupying scholarly attention internationally, aptly reflected in the theme for the 2013 ARNOVA Annual Conference: Recession, Renewal, Revolution? Nonprofit and Voluntary Action in an Age of Turbulence and the call for papers for this special issue of NVSQ. Such claims about current dynamics are all too often made without sufficient recourse to the past as a reference point. In this paper, we counter this tendency through a discursive analysis of two historical landmark reviews of British voluntary action, which simultaneously look back at its history and towards its future, to cast a critical gaze on the question: just how
'new' is this purported contemporary welfare climate and its associated institutional arrangements?
This question offers a platform for considering what we might learn about state-voluntary relations in the contemporary era from relations of the past. It can tell us how institutional arrangements and the role of voluntarism have evolved and the extent to which the current climate may be a case of history repeating itself. It is also an important question in a global socio-political climate where major reviews of particular policy domains (and associated funding regimes and delivery infrastructure) will likely become commonplace in response to fiscal constraints and/or particular 'administrative doctrines' (Hood & Jackson, 1991) involving deep-rooted ideologies about the role of the state vis-à-vis other actors (Grimshaw & Rubery, 2012) .
Given our analytical material, readers may expect a historical institutionalist explanation to the question we pose. We reject this approach on the grounds that if indeed we are facing increasingly turbulent times with unprecedented changes to institutional relations, historical institutionalism's emphasis on continuities leaves us ill prepared to examine these turbulent times (Schmidt, 2011) . Rather, we have favoured an interpretive approach that we believe is more suited to helping explain the dynamics of change and continuity through taking ideas and discourse seriously -discursive institutionalism (DI). DI concerns itself not just with the substantive content (the "what") of ideas, but "how" discourse represents or embodies ideas and the institutional context within which this occurs (Schmidt, 2011) . It is with these dynamics in mind that we undertake a rare data driven analysis of two of the most noteworthy reviews of British voluntary action -the 1978 Wolfenden Committee report and the 1996
Deakin Commission report -in order to address the question at hand.
Our paper provides two interrelated insights. First, that independent reviews aimed towards policy reform paradoxically involve discourses of stability and change. This suggests that traditional DI accounts, which treat stability and change as analytically distinct and downplay their interrelated dynamics, are inadequate for explaining both policy reform and the evolution of state-voluntary relations. Second, that rather than representing an entirely new era, the current turbulent and dynamically changing climate may be better considered a collage of past voluntary-state relations or, in other words, an assemblage of different aspects of past realities to create a seemingly new era. One of the major implications of our analysis is that scholars, policy-makers and practitioners may benefit from looking to the past for insights as to how voluntarism has continually adapted to and shaped institutional relations to inform the current enterprise.
STATE-VOLUNTARY RELATIONS IN THE UK WELFARE SYSTEM
An historical understanding of the socio-political context of state-voluntary relations in the welfare system is crucial to any consideration of the contemporary era and its implications for voluntary action. For reasons of brevity, we limit ourselves to the 19 th century onwards.
Voluntary action played the major role in social welfare for most of the 19 th Century.
Victorian Britain's government was characterised by a small central bureaucracy that minimized its activities to providing a framework for society largely to run itself (Harris, 1990) ; social action and welfare provision was locally organized and not the stuff of 'high politics' (Lewis, 1996, p.258) . Under the Poor Law Amendment Act of 1834, state provision was a deterrent system; a last resort for those unlikely to achieve societal participation through the labor market. The relief of poverty was largely addressed by what Beveridge (1948) later referred to as the top down (philanthropic) impulse of voluntary action through charitable trusts on the one hand and the bottom-up (mutual aid) impulse through friendly societies on the other. The emergence of youth culture in urban areas due to the migration of young men from home-based, small-scale cottage industries to large urban areas during the Industrial Revolution for example was responded to by the efforts of local philanthropists.
In the latter half of the1800s, organisations whose sole aim was to address the spiritual, emotional and physical needs of young men were founded, including Christian organizations the YMCA and Boy's Brigade. Similar movements targeting female youth followed. Yet, it was not until widespread moral panic in the press about teenage delinquency in the late 1950s that the British government sought a national response to the needs of young people through local government agencies, finally making youth work a statutory responsibility in 2001. The latter half of the Century also witnessed the first attempts to co-ordinate voluntarism through development of the precursors to what we now refer to as 'infrastructure' or intermediary bodies, the first of which was the Charities Organisation Society (COS) founded in 1869.
While conventional approaches to the history of voluntary action emphasise its efforts toward relief of poverty, it is equally important to note the role of voluntary action in tackling the underlying causes of inequality and disadvantage through campaigning (Rochester, 2014 (Webb & Webb, 1912 (Grant, 2011; (Macadam, 1934) , emphasizing much closer state-voluntary cooperation rather than the idea of 'separate spheres' promoted by the COS. Voluntary action was now positioned as a source of influence on and supplementation of welfare, with the major role and overall responsibility for social welfare moving to the state (Lewis, 1996; Rochester, 2014 Around the same time other influential writers also argued for the progressive potential of voluntary action within welfare systems, placing altruism as an attempt to fulfil a moral void; solidarity and mutual aid as counterbalances to industrialism and individualism (Titmuss, 1964) ; and voluntarism as a flexible, ad hoc, tailor-made relief system to remedy the rigid application of Poor Laws (Marshall, 1949) . The tenets of this stream of thought continues in more recent scholarship on the social basis and role of community care (Bulmer, 1987 );
voluntarism's fulfilment of welfare shortfalls, mobilization of resistance to regressive central government policies and space for greater self-determination (Wolch, 1990) and; coproduction of public services as a means to overcome provider-centric models of welfare (Bovaird, 2007) .
The creation of the welfare state did not lead to the marginalization of voluntary action, as is often depicted; expansion of the welfare state did not weaken civic participation and the survival and further growth of voluntarism post-welfare state suggests the two are not in direct competition (Hilton et al., 2013; Rochester, 2014) . Indeed, there has been noteworthy challenge to familiar narratives arguing, in various ways, that voluntary action has been in decline since the perceived Victorian 'golden age' of philanthropy (Crowson et al., 2009; Hilton & McKay 2011) . Nevertheless, changes in social attitude in the 1970s, when people increasingly became unwilling to pay towards the welfare of others, provided impetus for the 1979 Conservative government to undertake large-scale reforms, developing an 'enterprise culture' involving tax cuts, privatisation of government services, deregulation, and public spending cuts.
The introduction of New Public Management (NPM) in the late 1980s resulted in a system of public services organized on market principles, emphasising competition, consumer choice and efficiency (Coule & Patmore, 2013) and a clear division between service purchasing and provision through development of a "contract culture" (Milbourne & Cushman, 2013) . This led to the erosion of the principles behind the welfare state and voluntary organizations were now promoted as an alternative to state provision (Kendall & Knapp 1996) . While New
Labour (1997) (1998) (1999) (2000) (2001) (2002) (2003) (2004) (2005) (2006) (2007) (2008) (2009) (2010) and the Third Way retained much of this orthodoxy, there was a change in policy discourse with the emergence of the term 'third sector' to incorporate all non-profit organizations of all shapes and sizes, a large rise in the profile of the sector and an upward shift in the scope and scale of voluntary action (Alcock, 2011) . This was accompanied by structural changes from within the Labour Government to support state-sector partnerships as a key feature of institutional arrangements under New Labour, and subsequently under the Big Society policy of the 2010 Liberal-Conservative Coalition, albeit in a remodelled form (Coule & Bennett, 2016) .
METHODS
In keeping with our DI analytical lens we are not interested, as rational and historical institutionalists have been, in whether the independent reviews were taken-up by the incoming political party, whether they resulted in transformation from one cohesive set of ideas to another, whether the timing of the reviews turned out to be a critical juncture for transformation or whether the public came to accept the ideas advanced by the reviews.
Rather, we examine the focal reviews of voluntary action in respect of a) the substantive content of ideas surrounding state-voluntary relations b) how discourse represents or embodies these ideas and c) the narrated characteristics of the institutional context within which the reviews occurred. In other words, the "what" and "how" of the texts.
Data sources
We take as our analytical material the two landmark independent reviews of voluntary action in Britain: the Wolfenden Committee report (1978) and the Deakin Commission report (1996) . The justification for this is threefold and based on criteria relating to temporality, significance and relevancy. First, from a temporal standpoint, both reviews occurred after the institution of the modern welfare state, following Beveridge (1942) , the institutional relations within which are the focus of our empirical attention. Second, the reviews are of major significance insofar as they are recognised and utilised as key touchstones for practitioner and academic communities alike (6 & Leat, 1996; Lewis, 1996) . Finally, in respect of relevancy both reviews were, above all, concerned with the future of voluntary action, set in the context of its past, and examined changes in the nature of state-voluntary relations while also addressing issues such as charity law, the relationship between voluntary organizations and the market and the role of intermediary organizations such as the NCVO. In this sense, they provide particularly appropriate material to pursue our research question. Whilst our analytical material was produced a mere 18 years apart, its scope extended to a 50 year Report) and once again comprised academics as well as nonprofit practitioners. Whilst the review has been criticised as self-referential, self-serving and backward looking (6 & Leat, 1996) there has equally been praise for the extent to which it tackles head-on the wider context of the changing nature of state-voluntary relations (Lewis, 1996 
Data analysis
We undertook an in-depth comparative analysis of the texts. We started by producing a narrative account of the substantive content of the documents by looking for commentary on the past role of voluntary action vis-à-vis other actors and organizations in the welfare domain and the envisioned future role. We then applied our question: just how 'new' is the contemporary climate for welfare provision and its associated institutional arrangements?
For this purpose we noted the major ideas surrounding state-voluntary relations, their institutional context and their evolution over time (the "what"), in addition to the ways such ideas were represented in discourse (the "how"). We went to the documents to search for specific ideas regarding the characteristics of non-profits, the relationship between the state and voluntary action, what is considered appropriate now and in the future and how this connects with or departs from relations of the past. We also identified the specific rhetorical strategies through which these ideas were constructed and represented. The production of free-flowing, theorizing narratives about evolving ideas of state-voluntary relations, rhetorical strategies and their links to each other and to the question at hand facilitated our sense-making. We continued reading widely in parallel to pursuing theoretical insights, sensitizing our developing ideas with existing scholarship. Through several iterations between data, our theorizing narratives and extant theory, we generated two core rhetorical strategies that illustrate how the texts orient towards existing ideas within the welfare system.
The first, which we term constituting a discourse of stability, is about how the texts construct a sense of coherence with existing understandings of welfare systems generally, and statevoluntary relations specifically. The second, constituting a discourse of change, is achieved through constructing dissonance with current ideas and existing arrangements for the purpose of challenge (see Figure 1 for our data structure).
[INSERT FIGURE 1 ABOUT HERE]
FINDINGS
In order to be meaningful, texts need to locate themselves within existing meaning systems and this is often achieved through developing linkages to institutionalized ideas and practices (Phillips et al., 2004; Maguire & Hardy, 2009 ). This signals the text producer's orientation to particular social groups, entities or issues -in our case, voluntary action and its past and future role in society vis-à-vis state and private entities. In advancing a vision for the future of voluntary action we find, somewhat paradoxically, that review documents simultaneously constitute a discourse of stability (where ideas cohere or are in unity with dominant, historically embedded ideas and arrangements) and change (i.e., non-coherence or discord with current ideas and arrangements).
Advocating Historical Arrangements: A Discourse of Stability
Despite their purpose being to advance a future "roadmap" for voluntary action, simultaneously looking back at its historical and forward to its contemporary role in society, the two reviews constitute a discourse of stability by a) displaying congruence with normative, culturally embedded ideas to create common ground b) providing comparisons to the past, emphasizing similarities.
Both documents construct congruence with normative, culturally embedded ideas to create common ground through reinforcing the identity and cultural features of voluntary organizations through reference to their 'diverse', 'pioneering', 'participatory and democratic', 'flexible and demand led' and 'innovative' nature (Wolfenden Committee 1978, p.15; 20; 26; 28; 29; Deakin Commission 1996, p.1; 7; 15) . In doing so, they position voluntary action as the 'backbone of civil society' and 'the essential precondition for the health of democracy' (Deakin Commission 1996, p.15). As we have shown, such ideas emerged in the writings on the progressive potential of voluntary action in the 1940s (Beveridge, 1948; Marshall, 1949; Titmuss, 1964) .
Both texts also provide comparisons to the past, emphasizing similarities. This is Nevertheless, the discursive tactic remains the same -positioning past roles and envisaged roles (service delivery and advocacy) as complementary: 'Voluntary bodies, even when they have become "partners" must be free to act as advocates, providing a "voice for the voiceless" and campaigning on issues of public concern' (p.120). By connecting the two, this discursive tactic begins to move towards a discourse of change, to which we now turn.
Dissonance with Existing Arrangements: A Discourse of Change
In advancing a future roadmap for voluntary action both reviews build a sense of incoherence with existing ideas and institutional arrangements and constitute a discourse of change. They do so through a) construction of discord with the means by which the end goal (welfare provision) is pursued b) comparison to the past, emphasizing differences.
We identify two ways in which the text producers construct discord with the means by which welfare provision is pursued. First, they provide ethical evaluations that cast current approaches as "inadequate". Second, and relatedly, the text producers identify their approach as diametrically opposed to the previous era. The Wolfenden Committee does so by stating its 'hope' that the 'trend towards larger-scale operations in the statutory sector is one which… will in the future be In building a sense of incoherence with existing ideas and institutional arrangements and constituting a discourse of change, the reviews also provide comparison to the past, emphasizing differences. The texts do this in three ways. Similarly, the Deakin Commission discusses the constraints presented by 'the withdrawal of the state from many of its service delivery functions; pressure on the public funding of welfare; the search for means of sustaining 'civil society'; the need to have an alternative voice to articulate independent or minority cases' (p.2). They note that 'in these debates, the possibility is often raised of the voluntary sector taking a larger share in addressing all these issues' but -in a departure from the tone of the 1978 review -question whether this presents a risk of the sector 'compromising its own identity and values' (p. 2).
Second, the case for change is linked to wider societal change and therefore need. In this regard, the Wolfenden report outlines the 'profound changes in the provision of social services' over the last 200 years due to 'not simply the development of an industrial society with the wealth, technology and organisational skills on which sophisticated and comprehensive statutory services could be constructed, but also major changes in social ideology and structure ' (pp.15-16) . In doing so, it naturalizes changes in 'trends in the scope and functions of the four main sectors providing social… care' over time and 'their relative roles in the future' (p.181).
Correspondingly, the Deakin Commission notes that voluntarism 'has always been linked to other forms of activity that take place in civil society… This means that when the tides of change sweep through society as a whole, the contours of voluntary action also shift' (p.15).
The Commission thus defines its purpose as 'identifying ways in which voluntary action in all its variety can be helped to flow into channels that will best contribute to our collective well being', but 'without restricting independence or distorting values' (p.16).
Third, both reports reposition the role and contribution of voluntary organizations through location to referent groups. The resulting bifurcation of the "sector" into a 'first force' of institutionalized service providers and a 'third force' of non-institutionalized advocacy groups (Knight, 1993) shares some parallels with the rather disconnected pre-World War I relationship between top-down (philanthropic) and bottom up (mutual aid) impulses of voluntary action. This plays out eighteen years later in the Deakin Commission's concern for the primacy given to service delivery at the expense of campaigning. Deakin Commission brought their distinctiveness to the fore.
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUDING REMARKS
This study aimed to cast a critical gaze on the extent to which the contemporary era of welfare and its associated institutional arrangements can be considered 'new'; it holds implications for theory, policy and practice concerned with state-voluntary relations in welfare systems. First, our findings present a significant challenge to current DI scholarship where theorisation of policy stability and change has evolved along distinct analytical tracks (see Stasson et al., 2010; Fairbrass, 2011; Brown et al., 2012 on change; and Hope & Raudla, 2012 for a rare account of policy stability). Our analysis shows that independent reviews aimed towards policy reform within welfare systems consist of overarching discourses of stability and change. Perhaps more paradoxically, the discourse of change itself may well represent a departure from recent institutional arrangements but when contextualized against an extended timeframe shows coherence with dominant ideas of bygone eras. The Deakin deeply ingrained until the depression of the 1930s and which Beveridge (1942) tried to turn on its head, bears similarities to today's welfare discourse that seeks to renew behavioral explanations for social problems (Alcock & Kendall, 2011; Grimshaw & Rubery, 2012) .
Equally, the issues vexing the Panel on the Independence of the Voluntary Sector in recent years, including instrumental relations through markets; co-optation of leading intermediary bodies and voluntary service providers as instrument of a shrunken state and; restrictions on campaigning (2012, 2013, 2014, 2015, 2017) Our argument, then, is that apparently straightforward claims that the current era is more turbulent or fraught than previous eras are specious.
The lesson for policy makers is clear: governments have not been able to shape or control voluntarism according to short-term priorities; voluntary action has reconfigured itself to work both in and against the state through a mixture of incorporation and challenge. It will likely endure and change in nature, scale and scope, just as it has done for hundreds of years.
Debates about social and public policy and the role to be played by voluntarism would be better served by an informed understanding of the historical experience which has formed today's institutions and relationships in order to learn lessons from the past. Overall, our study points to the serious limitations of a-historical accounts of and responses to current policy approaches. Taking the history of voluntary action and its associated institutional context seriously would safeguard today's scholars, policy-makers and practitioners from the 'temporal parochialism that assumes that the only time is now' (David Cannadine, inaugural lecture, Making History Now). 
